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Senators from California in a very, 
very difficult position. 

So I hope we can move this Presidio 
on its own. Senator DOLE and Senator 
DASCHLE both agree—they both cospon-
sor this bill—that it could be moved in 
a moment by a unanimous-consent re-
quest. Let us not load it down with a 
bill that has serious, serious problems. 

I hope we can get to the point where 
this is truly a celebration for the peo-
ple of California, that we can have our 
bill, have it stand alone, and take up 
the controversial matters independ-
ently. 

I thank you very much, Mr. Presi-
dent. I yield the floor at this time. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. KENNEDY. I think there was a 
unanimous consent request that was 
made by the Republican leader on how 
we are going to use morning business. 
Am I correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. Each Senator is allowed to 
speak up to 5 minutes with the excep-
tion of Senator REID of Nevada and 
Senator DORGAN of North Dakota, who 
each have 15 minutes reserved. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I am asking whether 
the consent request went after 11 
o’clock. I think the Senator from Mis-
sissippi requested it for some of us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 
BRADLEY of New Jersey and Senator 
KENNEDY of Massachusetts are author-
ized to speak up to 5 minutes at this 
point. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be allowed to complete this. 
I do not think it will be longer than 5 
minutes, but if it is, it will be a minute 
or two, and I prefer not to be inter-
rupted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PRESIDIO PROPERTIES 
ADMINISTRATION ACT 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to address a few of the points that were 
made yesterday by the distinguished 
Senators from Utah on the underlying 
wilderness bill. First, there is the as-
sertion that S. 884, that we are now 
dealing with, had been fixed, particu-
larly that the release language had 
been fixed, been modified. 

It has been modified somewhat, I 
think, to reflect the debate in the En-
ergy Committee but despite all the 
changes the amended version just drops 
the requirement that the released 
lands shall be managed for ‘‘nonwilder-
ness multiple purposes’’ and sub-
stitutes a full range of uses—not much 

difference. However, the amendment 
still says that the lands released ‘‘shall 
not be managed for the purpose of pro-
tecting their suitability for wilderness 
designation.’’ 

The previous version of the bill as re-
ported out was a kind of belt and sus-
penders approach to release. It had two 
protections against further wilderness 
designation. The revised version still 
leaves the belt even though the sus-
penders have been removed. It still re-
mains an unprecedented provision in 
wilderness bills. 

Next, the protected areas. Is it fair to 
say that almost 20 million acres have 
been released and can now be ex-
ploited? The distinguished Senator 
from Utah questioned whether you 
could say that, but both versions of the 
bill as reported and as amended find 
that all public lands in the State of 
Utah administered by the BLM have 
been adequately studied for wilderness 
designation. This eliminates further 
consideration of approximately 20 mil-
lion acres. 

There are other problems which I will 
not get into at this stage, but I would 
like to just focus on the acreage where 
the distinguished Senators from Utah 
have asserted that plenty of land in the 
Kaiparowits Plateau and other areas, 
plenty of land has already been pro-
tected—125,000 acres in Kaiparowits 
and 110,000 in Dirty Devil Canyon—but 
the point is what is not protected. 
There are about 525,000 acres in 
Kaiparowits that were in the House bill 
and 152,000 acres in the Dirty Devil 
area. So the question is not what is 
protected but what is not protected, 
particularly on the Kaiparowits Pla-
teau. 

The proponents of the bill have basi-
cally constantly referred to the House 
bill which is 5.7 million acres. I am not 
pushing 5.7 million acres. I have not in-
troduced a bill that advocates 5.7 mil-
lion acres, nor has any such bill been 
introduced. I am simply concerned that 
2 million acres is far too little to pro-
tect out of 22 million acres of BLM 
land. I am concerned that all the re-
maining land would be permanently re-
leased from consideration as wilder-
ness. But once again I am not saying 
that 5.7 is the right number. Keep in 
mind that it is 3.2 million acres that 
are currently protected as wilderness. 

Also, the Senators from Utah should 
recognize that if the Utah wilderness 
bill does not pass or is vetoed, the re-
sult will not be that 5.7 million acres 
are protected. Instead, for the time 
being, the 3.2 million will remain pro-
tected for study and a new rec-
ommendation will have to be devel-
oped. 

Third, there is the assertion that 
acreage is an issue for Utah to resolve. 
I would argue that acreage is far from 
the only issue here. In fact, there are 
many other issues that should be of 
great concern to other Senators and to 
other taxpayers. 

As to the hard release language, as I 
said, the belt is still there even though 

the suspenders have been removed. The 
land exchange provision should be of 
concern to taxpayers since the State is 
going to likely give up land of little 
value in exchange for very valuable 
Federal land on which they will want 
to mine coal, according to the Assist-
ant Secretary. The exceptions to tradi-
tional wilderness rules for motor vehi-
cle, also to water rights language, all 
are very ominous precedents. 

And finally there is the assertion 
that there was nothing wrong with the 
BLM inventory process. The distin-
guished Senator from Utah basically 
said that this was not the case, and he 
quoted Jim Parker, a former Utah 
BLM State director, to support the as-
sertion that the BLM’s inventory was 
not seriously flawed. Mr. Parker has 
made statements supporting the BLM 
wilderness inventory and has been 
cited as an expert. However, Mr. 
Parker did not work on the BLM in 
Utah during the inventory but was liv-
ing in Washington, DC, at the time. 

I think it should be clear what the 
BLM’s position is on this bill. Yester-
day, I received a letter from Bob Arm-
strong, the Assistant Secretary of 
Lands, Minerals and Management, that 
supports the view that the BLM offi-
cials recognize the Utah BLM process 
was in fact flawed. Mr. Armstrong 
says: 

I am told by professional career staff at all 
levels of the organization that the Utah wil-
derness process was the most controversial, 
and perhaps the most political, in the entire 
BLM wilderness process. 

The letter goes on to state: 
It is the position of the BLM that far too 

little land is protected under this bill and 
too much land is released for development. 
In short, no one should be claiming the sup-
port of the Bureau of Land Management and 
its professional staff— 

No one should be claiming BLM sup-
port— 
for S. 884. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
letter from Mr. Armstrong be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, DC, March 25, 1996. 
Hon. BILL BRADLEY 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BRADLEY: I understand you 
will shortly be considering whether to in-
clude S. 884, the ‘‘Utah Public Lands Man-
agement Act of 1995,’’ in an omnibus package 
of parks legislation. I would like to clarify 
the record with respect to the position of the 
Bureau of Land Management and the Depart-
ment of the Interior on the subject of the 
acreage covered in this bill. 

In 1991, President Bush forwarded his rec-
ommendation that 1.9 million acres of Utah 
lands be immediately protected as wilder-
ness. The Congress did not act on that rec-
ommendation and President Clinton did not 
adopt it when he came into office. Interest-
ingly, President Bush did not support the 
‘‘hard release’’ of the rest of Utah’s lands, as 
is proposed in this bill, and neither does the 
Clinton Administration. 
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